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Chinese Seeks Zimmerman 
Loaned Bonds i 
Cemmicncing at 9 a.m. this morn. 
ing the final hearing on the Zim- 
merman divorce case came befo-e 
the 3rd Kiangsu High Court, and 


Merciiry, Wed 


the proceccdings were taken up by], 


iecpective attorneys. An cther case 
involving Mr. Zimmerman was 
heard in the 2nd Special District 
Court yesterday when Mrs. Hsu 
Wu.-s2 anc Mr. Wu Fao.-tai filed 
suit against’ him for the return 
of $16,095 in negotiable boncs 
which were loaned to Zimmer- 
man some months ago by the 


.twg plaintiffs. Decision on the 


cast will be handed down in jive 
deys, . 


2% *% 


nesday, October 28; isee- a 


stem 
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\Wife Regains | 
Control Over | 
House, Funds 


Attachments Taken Off 
Property Owned By 


Mrs: Zimmer 2 


Property owned by Mrs, Freda 
Zimmeriman, valued at  approxi- 
mately $700,000, was yesterday re- 
Neved of all attachments by order 
Of the 2nd Special District Court. 
The property includes her house 
and land at Route 10 Potticr, bank 
accounts, bonds and securities held 
with Swan, Culbertson and Fritz 
and the Yangtse Finance Corpora- 
tion, and securities and other 
valuables in Safe deposit boxes. 


The property was attached by 
order of the court on August 28, 
1934. such action being taken on 
application for attachment filed by 
her husband. Mr. Morris Zimmer- 
man. The Intter posted boned with 
court to the amount of $10,000, 
which, it. fs understood is now be- 
ing held by the tribunal arainst 
court fees due from Zimmerman. 


In his application. Mr, Zimmer- 
man asked that his wife's pro- 
nerty be attached by the courl on 
the grounds that she had failed to 
sive him joint control] under the 
terms of Article 1019 of the Chin- 
ase Civit Code. He chareed that 
she had attempted to dispose of 
‘ertain properties and had = at- 
tempted to remove securities from: 
a safe deposit box without his 
sanction. He asked that the nro- 
nerty be held in escrow pendins 
‘he outcome af his svit' for joint 
eontrol and other petions in which 
hic wife and himself were involv- 
ed. The court granted the reaucst. 


Mr, Zimmerman lost his suit for 
management of the property and 
appealed to the 3rd Kiangsu High 
Sourt, The decision was upheld by 
this tribunal and it was  subse- 
~uently taken to the Suvreme 
Court at Nanking, Decision against 
“Mor, Zimmerman was returned from 
ithis court whereupon the decision 
Senyin,, Zimmerman’s reauest for 
management became final. As & 
i~esult. attachment on the property 
‘vas ordered lifted and such action 
now slaces Mrs, Zimmerman bacx F 
at control of all her holdings. 


THE con PRESS, 


Zimmernian, Is 
Los ser Ag gain 


in 2 Appeals 


| 
Su oreme “Court Turns, 

Down Applications — | 
For Reversal | 


‘The Suprem>? Court at Nanking 
has returned d:cision in twa more 
cases involving Mr, Morris Zimmer- 
man and his wife, Mrs. Freda 
Zimmerman, now residing in Japan,! 
it was reported yesterday. In bot'} 
inttanees, Mr, Zimm2rman lost tne) 
appeals 

The first of the two ase; “Was 
that in which Mr. Zimmerman had 
setitioned the 2nd Special Distzict. 
Court for the right to manage Mrs. 
Zimmerman’s property. He lost 
in th> case in the lower tribunal 
and appealed to the 3rd Kiangsu 
High Court which dismissed the 
appeal. The matter war then 
brought before the Supreme Court, 
with dismissal the result. 

In its decision, the Supreme 
Court states that the appeal was 
dismissed because Mr. Zimmerman 
had failed to pay the court fe:s, 
The dismicsal is signed ‘by Pre- 
siding Judge Ling Ting-chang and 
Associate Judges Fung Tu. Chiang 
Foo-kuan. Ling -Tsu-cheng and 
Mao Chi-fung. 

The second case involved Mr. 
Zimmerman's action in asking the 
court for procedural vellef on the/ 
grounds that h? was unable to mel 
the court fees. His application for 
relief was denied by the 3rd 
Kiangsu High Court whereupon he: 
appealed to the Suprem:> Court. In 
tts decision just handed doan, his 
Appeal is dismissed, The decision 
tates: 

“It is provided for In Acticles 107 
and 109, Section 2 of the Cod> al 
Civil Procedure that application for 
procedural relief is Hmited to the 
pasty who cannot afford. to pay. the 
costs of action, ; 

“Th> present appellant lodged 
appeal for procedural relief merely 
under the pretext that he has spent 
more than $10,000 in Htigation and 
that the sum of $20,000, due to the 
China Finance Corporation, is 
under execution and remains unpaid 
and that his prestige is further- 
more affected aftsr the change of 
the conjugal wroperty regime by 
judgment. 

“This court finds that the ap- 
pellant did pay the full amount of 
trial charge for his petition filed 
in the court of th2 fizst instance: 
and ‘he states that he was a sales- 
man for Hainin and Company in 
outports and‘ that he also handled 
loans for the ‘Chartered Bank and 
the Chase Bank. It is evident that 
he is not embarrassed and does not 
lack financial credit. The original 
court is not wrorlg in law in reject- 
ing: his application, deeming it not 
is accordance with the necessary 
conditions fdr ‘prosedural reHef.” 

Handing’ down of the. two -ais- 

issals clears the: Supreme “Court 
at Nanking’ of all cases Sivobyitis 
the -Zimmermans. 
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Zimmerman Is| nut 
3-Time Loser 


In High Court} 


Failure To. Pay Fees |: i 
Results In Appeals 
Being Dismissed 


Appeals in three separate civil 
actions involving Mr. Morris 
Zimmerman and Mos, Freda 
Zimmerman. have been dismissed 
by the Supreme Court at Nanking, 
it was learned yesterday. Although 
decisions dismissing the appca!s}: 
were announced only yesterday|' 
morning, they were handed down]. 
at Nanking, August 17. 


The first case was that of Morzis 
Zimmerman versus Mrs. Freda 
Zimmerman, in which the plaintiff 
asked the control and management 
jof his wife's property on the 
grounds that she was incapable. His 
case was dismissed by the 2nd 
Special District Coust with <osts ta]: 
be paid by the plaintiff. 

He appealed the matter to the}! 
3rd Kiangsu High C8urt ‘where the 
action was again dismissed. From]: 
there. he took it to the Supreme 
Court with the same_ result-, 
Appeals in both tribunals were dis- 
missed by tuling in connection with 
Mr. Zimmerman’s failure to pay 
the necessary = court fess. He 
appliéd for procedural. relief which 
was denied by court ruling and in 
turn, appealed to the hizher court 
against this ruling, 

The second case in which the 
Supreme Court dismissed the 
appeal was that pf Freda Zim- 
merman versus Morris Zimmerman 


in which the plaintiff. asked for the 
return of her property at Route 10, 
Pottier, now occupied by the de- 
fendant. Defendant had: leased the 
property to a third party and Mrs. 
Zimmerman, in her petition, re- 
quested that the lease be cancelled. 
The court handed down decision in 
‘her favor, ordering the lease 
vcancelled whereupon the defendant 
‘appealed to the 3rd Kiangsu High 
,Court. His appeal- was. dismissed 
jand the matter was. then taken to 
ithe Supreme Court, and. again 
appeal was dismissed. Dismissal of 
lappeal.in this case was also by 
ruling on the. grounds that appell- 
ant had’ not paid the court fees, 

; . The third case wWas-that of Freda 
Zimme-man versus Morris‘ Zimmer- 
man in which plaintiff sued defend- 
ant for the retutn of her silver- 
ware, which she ‘alleged defendant 
had taken. «The silverware was in- 
sured for . $3,000‘ and::the court 
ordered .defendant to return either 
the. silverware .or pay $3,000. Mr. 
Zimmerinan : appealed to. ‘the 3rd 
Kaangsu .High < Court’. and : appeal 
was. dismissed.‘ He. tlien . took the}, 
matter tothe Supreme .Court .with 
the same result, also-dismissed be- 
cause of. izregularity brought about 
by failure to pay fees. - 


—_ 


THE NORTH 


THE ZIMMERMAN 
CASE 


Supreme Court Orders New 
Trial in High Court 


FULL JUDGMENT 
CERTIFIED 


The following is a certified transla-_ 
tion of the judgment of the Supreme 
Court of Nanking, in the case of 
Mrs. Freda Zimmerman, Appellant, 
and Mr. Morris Zimmerman, Appel- 
lant, both of Shanghai. The transla- 
tion is given as received and runs 
thus: 

In the case between the above 
parties praying for divorce and co- 
habitation, both of the appellants 
lodged part appeal against the judg- 
ment of the court of second instance 
rendered by Kiangsu High Court, 
third Branch on 25th May of 24th 


AS 


year of Chinese Republic. This 
court decides as follows: 
Decree 


The original judgment is set aside 
referred back to Kiangsu High Court, 
Third Branch for new trial and 
decision. 

Reason 

In this case, the appellant, Freda 
Zimmerman (hereinafter called 
“Freda’) and the appellant Morris 
Zimmerman (hereinafter called 
“Morris”) are husband and wife. 


According to Freda, 
action for divorce on account of the 
fact that her husband Morris 
attempted her life and so oppressed 
her that she could no longer live 
together with him. Although the 
original court said that testimony of 
the house-boy, maid-servant, watch- 
man and Jewish pastor produced by 
; Freda were not enough to prove her 
tallegation that Morris repeatedly 
‘ assaulted her, choked her and secretly 
put poison and narcotics in the food 
with the intent to kill her, and in- 
tended to send her to a lunatic asylum 
for confinement (see Freda’s evidence 
given in Court on 10th January 1935), 
inspecting the record of proceedings, 
the maid-servant Pinsashso has 
stated in her evidence that she saw 
the new master (Morris) pushing the 
mistress (Freda) into the room with 
the intention of killing her. She 
further stated: 


my mistress’ nightdress was torn. I 
asked her why. It was torn by the 
new master was the reply.” (See 
the Court’s record February 25th, 
24th year.) j 
Therefore, according to the state- 
ment of the maid-servant, the trouble 


between the parties was evidently: 


not only a quarrel. The original 
Court has therefore overlooked the 
evidence referred to abave in saying 
that the testimony of the maid-ser- 
vant ete, is only that there were 
quarrels between the parties. 


Morris furthermore always attacked 
Freda by saying that she was affected 
with a mental disease, and he went 
to the Cathay Hotel with a doctor 
with the intention of medically 
examining Freda while she took 
refuge therein. And in the notice 
of Mr. Saker, menager of Atkinson, 
Dallas Ltd., and in the record of the 
conversation between Silby, assistant 


she brought , 


“One morning when’ 
I was working in the room I noticed. 


disease and Morris forcibly alleged’ 
her to be affected with such disease 
und wanted to send her to a lunatic 
asylum for confinement, who ilk 
believe that there is no malicipué 
intention to do harm to Freda’s bddy 
and life. The original court was too 
hasty in considering Freda to hav 
not the slightest proof of this withou’ 
searching whether the ‘record 
entertainable and whether Freda 
affected with nervous disease. 

Again, as to being oppressed, 
making it impossible to live together, 
stated in Art, 1057, section 3 of the 
Civil Code implies the meaning of 
mental and bodily ill-treatment, for 
which this court has written a pre- 
cedent. 


Inspecting the file, Freda stated 
further that apart from having been 
frequently assaulted and caused 
bodily pain, her property, which she 
inherited from her deceased husband 
was not infrequently misappropriated 
by fraudulent means by Morris, with 
the intention of putting her property 
at his disposal, and that if his 
demands for more money were not 
gratified, he used to raise various 
disturbances, thus causing her to 
suffer mental maltreatment, (see 
statements of Lu Shun Yuan and 
Shen Tih Kuo, Counsel for Freda, 
dated 10th November, 1934). The 
concrete facts she gave are: {(1) Morris 
extorted money to a very consider- 
able amount, (2) Morris took away 
money, articles and documents by 
‘rifling her private safe clandestinely 
while she was in Japan, and took. 


is 


her furs clandestinely with the! 
receipt from the safe, (3) He 
attempted to mortgage her house 


and land for $180,000 without her 
knowledge or consent, and also 
applied to the court for provisional 
disposal, (4) He snatched her leather 
bag containing $300 from her hand 
in the street. She has furthermore 
Produced statement of payments, 
receipt of Morris (for $14,500), tele- 
gram of Morris extorting $5,000, 
Letters of Atkinson, Dallas, record of 
conversation between Mr. Saker and 
Morris, and copy of ruling of the 
Second Special District Court of 
Shanghai, and she also called Mr. 
Saker to court to testify, (see records 
of 10th Nov. 1934 ‘and 20th May 
1935). Morris furthermore admitted” 
having opened the safe and taking 
the furs .clandestinely and snatching 
her leather bag. Freda also stated 
at she took refuge in the Cathay 
Hotel after Morris ‘snatched her 
eather bag. and on the 13th October 
934, Morris went there late at night 
ith his lawyer’ and doctor and a 
umber of persons, and by a ruse of 
elivering articles tried incessantly 
enter her room and created a dis- 
urbance, which has also been con- 
ed by the manager, boy on watch 
ind watchman of the said hotel. 
hether or not all the above facts 
ere sufficient enough to prove that 
wing to Freda’s wealth that Morris 
ied every conceivaWle means to 
eize same by tricks and force, thus 
ausing Freda to suffer spiritually 
nd made cohabitation intolerable, 
hich is not without consideration. 


nd snatching of the leather bag, this 
ing only the dispute over the 
operty, without considering whe- 
her the other facts are true and: 


of the said company and Morris — 


there was 
about Morris to the effect that he 
could send Freda to the lunatic 
acvlium far confinement if he wished. 


written the statement™ 


re 
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is” 


whether the evidence is entertain- 
able. 
Although the testimony of Myr. 


Saker was obtained from the report 
of Mr. Silby, yet there is some other 
evidence available for reference. 
Mr. Silby, living in Shanghai, can 


easily be summoned for inquiry. 
Therefore it is not without possibility 
of making further search. 

Furthermore, Morris has made 
ounter-claim for living together 
with Freda. 


Suppose the parties can 
satisfactory joint life, the counter- 
claim of Morris can hardly be said 
improper, 


It is more contradictory that the }' 


original court on one hand dismissed 
the appeal of Freda -for divorce and 
on the other-hand dsmissed the 
appeal of Morris for living together 
on {account of the parties Saving 
other disputes over the property. 
The arguments of the parties in their 
appeals are both not without founda- 
10n. 

According to the above conclusion, 
the appeals of the parties in this 
case are both grounded. It is there- 
fore decided as decree according to 
Art. 474, section 1 and Art. 475, 
section 1 of the Code of Civil Pro- 
cedure, 


live a, 


AEDS NBER AINE DITD Pubs WAM ee oe 


THE NORTH-CHINA DAILY NEWS, THURSDAY, 


_ ZIMMERMAN 


SUIT FOR 


$30,000 


| 
poten Against American 


Securities Corporation on 


Alleged Loan Transaction 


Before Judge Milton J. Helmick, in 
the U.S. Court for China yesterday. 
Mr. Morris Zimmerman brought 2 
claim against the Atnerican Securities 
Corporation for $30,000, representing 
one per cent. commission which he 
u.egead they promised him if he 
could secure a $3,000,000 loan from 
the Chartered Bank of India, Australia 
and China. Plaintiff was represented 
by Mr, W. C. Watson and Mr. C, S. 
Franklin, and the defendant corpora- 
tion by Mr. J. B, Davies. 

Mr, Watson said the plaintiff? was 
approachcc *v the defendants at the 
end of 1933, ana .<"7s requested bh: 
them to arrange the Io> Tine de- 
fendants agreed to pay him the 
ditference between the rate of 7 per 
cent, interest on the loan and the 
rate they actually would be~charged 
by the bank, The plaintiff arranged 
the loan with the bank, and was in- 
formed that the bank’s rate of in- 
terest would be 6 per cent. He was 
therefore claiming $30,000. A demand 
had been made for payment, which 
was refused, 

“The defence deny absolutely and 
in toto every single allegation the 
plaintiff makes in this case," replied 
Mr. Davies. “They never had any 
such arrangement, they never dis- 
cussed any such arrangement, and 
the first they knew anything about 
it was when they received a letter 
from Mr. Zimmerman’s lawyer.” 


“Not a Trustee” 


The only thing that might have 
some connection, he continued, was 
when plaintiff approached Father P. 
Cerezal, in October, 1932, and told 
him he had wealthy relatives who 
had a deposit in the Chartered Bank, 
and that he could secure loars for 
them on this money at a very low 
rate of interest. He stated further 
that Mr. R. W. Roberts, manager of 
the bank, was the trustee of this 
deposit. “Defendants sent Father T. 
Alejandro and Mr. G, Pisarevsky to 
verify his statement, Mr. Roberis told 
them he knew nothing about it. and 
that he was not a trustee of any such 
fund or deposit. What actually hap- 
pened was that later arrangement: 
were made for the bank to lend the 
American Securities Corporation, 
under guarantee of the Augustinian 
Procuration, up to $500.000 ayainst 
cargo in their godown. During 1934, 
defendants borrowed about $250,000, 
but this had nothing to do with 
Zimmerman, 

Mr, Zimmerman, in evidence, said 
he arranged the loan in December, 
1933, and was further promised 30 
per cent, on any business he brought 
them subsequently. Later, the de- 
fendants refused to pay him. “IJ lost 
my patience one day and forced my 
way in to Father Cerezal. I said:— 
‘Why do you desire to cheat me? You 
are a holy father.” He said:—No, 
only God is holy.’"” 

The loan, witness continued, was 
to be used to advance against mer- 
chandise which was placed in. the 
defendant’s godown. The reason de- 
fendants asked him to approach the 
bank, instead of dealing direct, was 
that they were afraid of losing face 
if the negotiations fell through. He 
said to them:—“Don’t worry, I am 
sure we will not lose face. I will get 
the loan for you.” 

Cross-examined:—He denied having 
approached the defendants regarding 
a loan on any money deposited in the 
bank by his relatives. 


| “That Is A Lie” 
{ Mr. Davies:—I submit to you that 
'Mr. Roberts denied that he was u 


trustee of any fund. that he said he 
knew nothing of any money in the 
, bank belonging to any relatives of 
yours, and politely requested you to 
leave the office?—That is a lie. Only 
one thing is true. We came together 
under my introduction, 

Asked if he ever wrote to the de- 
fendants asking fer vweriue.s confirma- 
tion of the les, Zimmerman replied: 
—"No, w'., should I disturb them? 
Mv *..other said ‘They are holy fathers 
and will never cheat you. It 
such a small sum. # 

Mr. Davies:—I am 


surprised 


you 
are in Court on such a small sum. 


Witness:—I am surprised you 
appearing for them. 

You know Mr. N. Kretchmar?— 
Unfortunately, I had the pleasure of 
meeting him, and having litigation 
with him in the Chinese Courts, and 
will have in the American Court in 
the future, 

Did you ever discuss 
with him?—Never. 

Father P. Cerezal. managing direc- 
itor of the defendant corporation and 
Procurator of the Augustinian Pro- 
curation, was first called by the 
plaintiff and Jater by the defence. He 
stated the defendants only borrowed 
about $200,000 from the bank in 1934 
They did not borrow any money in 
1935 from the Chartered Bank. De- 
fendants did not need Zimmermon to 
introduce them to the bank, as they 
had had business dealings with them 
for some thirty years. He denied 
that any mention ever was mad? 


either of the $3.000,000 loan or that 
plaintiff would be given a commission 
an any such transaction, 


Very Rich Wife 


Cross-examined:—They were ir 
terested when plaintiff approache. 
them regarding the loan, at a low 
rate of interest, on his relatives’ 
money, as “everyone in town knew 
Mr, Zimmerman was married to a 
ver: rich woman.” 

Mr. G. Pisurevsky, moneager of the 
defendant corporation, gave evidence 
{that the amount of business given 
(the Chartered Bank actually was 
“very small, and merely as a matter 
of courtesy, as most of the company’s 
business was with American banks. 
Zimmerman, he said, wanted to move 
into their office with a desk “and 
we had to throw him out.” 

Mr. N. Kretchmar, an 
civil engineer, asked if he was 
related to the plaintiff. remarked:— 


are 


this matter 


“Zimmerman unfortunately married - 


my sister's money, and we are relate; 
that way. He was my brother-in-law, 
but is now divorced.” 

Witness then told the Court of 4 
conversation he had with the plaint- 
iff in December. 1933. “After he had 
married my sister,” he said, “Zim- 
jwerman used to ask me for advice 
regarding his business and offered me 
all Kinds of business which was very 
high finance. Knowing my sister 
had a lot of money, he claimed she 
had $4,500,000. That was in his im- 
agination. 


American’ 


JUNE 25, 1936 


Money “On Trust” 


“He asked me to ask her to let him 
handle the money. I told him I was 
not messing in my sister’s business. 
He said:—‘i have offered your sister's 
money to the Spanish fathers, Your 
sister keeps the money in the Char- 
tered Bank on trust, and she is not 
getting any income.” 

Witness said he still refused to have 
anything to do with it. His sister 
did not have a single dollar in that 
bank. He went on:—"In the begin- 
ning of January, 1934, Morris Zim- 
merman came to me, and said:—'What 
do you think? Your Spanish fathers 
are crooks. I arranged a loan for 
$3,000,000, and now they reftise to 
pay me and I am going to sue them 
for $30,000.” 

They had a long conversation, after 
which pimntiff said:—“To tell the 
truth, L only asked them to let me 
work for them, and they promised tot" 
give me room for a desk. I theught | ¢ 
} could do business and lean your 
sister's money. but in reality 1 dia} 
not arrange any loan for them.” Wit- | 
ness asked why he was “trying to 
enisel them,” and Zimmerman replied: 
“Everyone is getting money out of 
them. Why cannatI? Pisarevsky makes 
good money out of them. Why cannot 
I?” Witness said he warned his sister, 
but on his return from the United 
States he found she had “given him 
money to retain Mr, Franklin.” 

Cross-examined, witness said his |: 
brother-in-law approached him to {¢ 
help him out with the Spanish fathers |” 
over the matter of commission, 


Not on Pleasant Terms 


Are you at present on picasant 
terms with your brother-in-law’? --[ 
am net, because he tried to rob my 
sister of all her property, and the 
Chinese Courts had to stop him. 

During the course of the hearing 
yesterday, a deposition was read ia 
Court, signed by Mr. Roberts,:of the 
Chartered Bank, in which he stated 5 
that he did not remember ever hear- 
ing anything said about commission 
to Mr, Zimmerman, and that no loan 
,of three million dollars ever was 
‘made to the defendants, Arringe- 
ments subsequently were concluded 
for them to be advanced money up to 
$500,000, but only part of this loan 
Was ever made. 

Judge Helmick reserved judgment 
till to-day. 
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MR, ZIMMERMAN TOLD 
TO FIND GUARANTOR 


The Secona Special District Court 
ef Execution yesterday ordered Mr. 
Morris Zimmerman to find a guar- 
antor for his appearance in the Court 
whenever required. This followed 
a declaration by Mrs. Freda Zimmer- 
man's local agents that the  silver- 
ware produced by Mr. Morris 
Zimmerman in accordance with a 
judgment given by the Second Dis- 
trict Court was not that claimed by 
Mrs. Zimmerman. 

The Court of Execution mentioned 
thet ‘investigations would be made 
regarding this point and ordered Mr. 
Zimmerman to find a guarantor. 


THE 


NORTH-CHINA DAILY NEWS, 


a en ne ee 


ZIMMERMAN CASE IN | 


Sey eo ar tos Reese os seen os 


EXECUTION COURT 


Husband is Told He Cannot 
Manage Wife’s Property 


As a consequence of the recent de- 
cluration by the Third Branch Kiang- 
su High Court of provisional execu- 
tion of a judgmeni given by- the 
Second Special District Court of 
Shanghai in the case between Mr. 
Morris Zimmerman and Mrs, Freda 
“Zimmerman concei ning properly 
management and separate property 
system, the case went to the court 
of execution yesterday. 

Through an interpreter, the Judge 
told Mr, Morris Zimmerman that, in 
uccordance with the High Court's de- 
vision, the applicution for adoption of 
separate property system had been 
granted and Mr. Morris Zimmerman 
could’ not manuge the property of his 
wite, Mrs, Freda Zirnmerman, accord- 
ing to the decision. The Judge said 
the decision had becume valid singe 
the High Court had issued its de- 
claration. Mr. Eugene Y. B. Kiang. 
Jawyer for Mr. Morris Zimmerman. 
said that his client had not until 
yesterday morning learned of the 
declaration of provisional execution 
und, uccording to civil procedure law, 
an epplication might be filed for 
cancellation, 

The Judge pointed out that this 
could not delay or stup the execu- 
tion of the decision. 

Mec. Hsu Shih-hag, attorney for Mrs. 
Freau Zimmerman, asked for an 
order instructing his client to send 
men to take over her property. 

Mr. Morris Zimmerman said he 
wunted to know which portion of 
property he hereafter could not con- 
trol, Through an interpreter, he was 
told by the Judge that the property 
included the buildings at 10 Route 
Pottier, half of the income on the 
shares kept and dealt with by the 
Yangtsze Company, shares of the 
Sing Fung Co., and some valuables 
in the safety box of the Hongkong & 
Shanghai Banking Corporation. 

Dr. Wilhelm, of the law firm of 
Messrs. Musso, Fischer & Wilhelm, 
also attorney for Mrs. Zimmerman, 
renewed the request that men be per- 
mitted to take over his client’s pro- 
perty. “If the defendant does noi 
deliver the house, he is criminally 
liable", Dr. Wilhelm said. 

“You are criminal”, quickly came 
the reply from Mr. Morris Zimmer- 
man, whereupon, Dr. Wilhelm jumped 
to his feet and asked the court clerk 
lo note down what Mr, Zimmerman 
had said. 

Tho Judge told Mr. Zimmerman 
that they were going to take the house 
from him and, if he resisted by force. 
he would be criminally liable, 

Mr. Zimmerman asked the Judge } 
whether he could stay in the house‘ 
as he was the husband of Mrs. F. 
Zimmerman, Mr. Kiang stated that 
the final decision had yet not been’ 
given in the divorce action, 

Considerable argument then arose 
between lawyers for Mrs. Freda 
Zimmerman and Mr. Ngai, an assistant , 
irom the office of M. Paul Premet 
over the provisional disposal of cer- | 
tain property. The representative } 
from M. Premet’s office said the, 
plaintiff’s application could not affect ; 
the execution of the Shanghai Finance ' 
Company. } 
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ZIMMERMAN ACTION 
DECISION 


i$ 
Third High Court Dismisses |: 


Husband’s Appeal 


The Third Branch Kiangsu. Hig: 
Court, with Judge Kuo Teh-chang} 


presiding, has issued its written judg- 
ment dismissing the appeal filed by 
Mr. Morris Zimmerman, of 10 Route 
Pottier, against the decision of Feb- 
ruary 3 of the Second Special Dis-~ 
trict Court's Civil Division. Among 
other things, the written judgment 
says: 

“The case between the appellant 
and the respondent relative to the 
right of management of property and 
the conjugal property regime was 
decided by the Second Special Dis- 
trict Court of Shanghai, Kiangsu, as 
; Court of first instance and the appel- 
iant lodged appeal to the Court with- 
out paying the court fee of the Court 
of second instance. It was ruled by 
the Presiding Judge that, unless pay- 
ment was made within 14 days, his 
appeal would be dismissed. This 
ruling was duly served on April 4 
1936 and the time limit expired on 
18th of the same month, but no pay-j 
ment has been made. His applica- 
tion for procedural relief has also 
been dismissed by this Court. Ac- 
cording to the afore-mentioned com- 
ment, his appeal is of course not in- 
Proper form.” 
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ZIMMERMAN ASSAUL 
CASE PROCEEDS 


Fishman Doffs Robe And 
| Threatens To Retire 
! Court, Called Liar 


The trial of Morris Zimmerman 
for assault was opened in the 
Second Special District Court yes- 
terday and adjourned, a‘ter a 
somewhat dramatic hearing, for 
further investigation, The charge 
was brought by Mr. N. Kretchmar, 
brother of Mrs, Freda Zimmer- 
man, who has been attempting to 
divorce defendant over a period 
of many months, 

Mr. Kretchmar alleged that on 
April 18 while he was walking 
out of court he was attacked by 
Zimmerman without provocation, 
Defendant knocked him down and 
declared he would kill him, Wit- 
nesses testified they had seen the 
attack, 

Defendant denied the charge 
and said he had been attacked 
first. His attorney, Mr, A, Fish- 
man, complained that his client 


had reported to the police the. 


injuries he had received in the 
fight, but that no police action 
had been taken against Kretch- 
mar. 

Questioned regarding the cause 
of the alleged attack, Kretchmar 
said: “The defendant has robbed 
my sister of everything and at- 
tempted to kill her. I came here 
from America after he and my 
sister had fought a legal battle 
in a divorce case for several 
months, I am the only person 
who has protected my sister and 
hence the trouble.” 

A rift in the dignity of pro- 
ceedings appeered when Mr, 
Fishman doffed his robe and de- 
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clared he would retire from 
court tc inform the chief judge 
that Mr. Kretchmar had called 
him a liar. He said he consider- 
ed it an insult not only to the 
court but also to his profession. 
He asked for the immediate 
punishment of Kretchmar, but 
the judge said he would enter the 
incident in the record and told 
Mr. Fishman to file an action if 
he desired, 

Mr. Kretchmar apologized and 
the court resumed. 
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Russian and resident mn the French : 
Concession, has filed a petition for; 
Givorce in the Second Special District | 
Court from her husband, Mr. Morris 
I. Zimmerman. They were married ' 
lest year on July 10 in Kobe. When | 
the hearing came up before Judge 
Ma, arbitration was attempied by tre 
Bench, but Mrs. Zimmerman insisted 
upon separation from her husband. 
After further hearing of evidence, the 
Court adjourned pending a formal, 
session at a later date. poe 
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